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pdraltties of kings wM'not -direct, but only ««- 
direct; upon whi«h acconflt Bellarmiiie's trea- 
tise " de Romano Pontijiee^ was placed among 
the prohibited books.* If Sixtns V. thought the 
opSniong of Bellarmine did not go fO'T enouffh, 
mhtt would he haTe thought of Mr. Chandler ? 

We must proceed, howerer, to the considera- 
tion of hia next statement :— 

"Br. Kemick, Archbishop of Baltimore, one of the 
mest learned of the Boiaon Catholic Church, asserts 
pantirelj, that the temporal power, of which we speak, 
WW never daimed by the Church, and he challenges the 
im>dnction of a single decree or definition in which the 
power was propounded as an article of luth." 

We fear that Mr. Chandler must hare relied 
on the igitorance of his auditory, when he made 
this assertion. We will merely quote, in reply, 
a short extract from the famous Extravagant of 
Pope Boniface VIII., entitled " Unam Sanctam," 
-which is inserted in the Canon Law : — 

"It is necessary that one sword should be under 
asother, and that the temporal authority should 
be subject to the spiritual power. And thus the 
prophecy of Jeremiah is fulfilled in the Church 
and the ecclesiastical power, 'Behold, I have 
set thee over the nations and over the kingdoms, 
to root out, and to pull down, and to destroy, 
and to throw down, to build, and to plant!' 
Therefore, if the earthly power go astray, it must 
be judged by the spiritual power ; but if the 
^ritual power go astray, it must be judged by 
God alone. Moreover, we declare, say, define, 
and pronounce it to be altogether necessary to 
salvation that every human creature should be 
subject to the Boman Pontiff.'''f' 

It is almost a waste of words to comment on a 
statement so plain and unambiguous as this. 
Boniface VIII. distinctly asserts that it b 
necessary to salvation for every human being 
to. be subject to the Pope ; and what the limits 
of this subjection are, is evident from the pre- 
ceding clauses, where he claims a rightful autho- 
rity over every temporal power, without any 
limitation or qualification whatever. The Pope 
founds his claim, moreorer, on a passage of 
Scripture, which speaks of " pulling down, de- 
Btroying, and overturning nation* and kingdoms." 
Words have no meaning if the claim of the Pope 
to temporal power is not here prdponnded as an 
article of faith. 

The definition of the Papal power, laiJ down 
hj Boniface VIII., has the advantage (of a greater 
than which no Papal decree is capable) of being 
expressly confirmed by one of the general coun- 
cHa of the Roman Church. " We," says Pope 
Leo X., in his Boil, read and passed in the fifth 
Lateran Coimoil, " do renew and approve that 
holy constitution, with approbation of the present 
holy council."! Accordmgly, Melchior Canus 
trrites : " The Lateran Council did renew and 
approve the Extravagant of Boniface. "§ And 
Barouius referring to it, says, that " all do as- 
sent to it, so (hat none dissenteth who does not 
by discord fall from the Church.")) 

The multiplied instances recorded in his- 

• JDoetriai B^armiBi aactorilttem iUam minui, qaam 
Christos Domiaai vieaiio sao in terrii dedit ad ecclesin 
dignitatem firmitatem^ne, idqae fieri in opinione ipsius circa 
Domininm teUporaiium, quod Pontifid competit item in 
les temponriai. — Kii> Bajl*, vol. iii., p. 170. Mote B. Lon- 
d(n, 1730. 

f O^ortet aotem gladinm esse sa1> gladio, et temponlem 
•aetontateib spirittu^ tafcjici potestati. Sic de ecdesia et 
eecleuastica potestate Terificator Taticiniam Uieremiie, £cce, 
oenstilai ta saper gentea et regna, et cetera, qnie seqantat. 
Ergo ai deriat terrena poteatas, Jadicabltnr a potestate spiri- 
tiuui. Sed si deriat •piritoalis; a aido Deo. Porro BnWse 
Bomano Fontifici omsi hamase creatars declaramas, didmna, 
definimna, et prouanciamas umnino esse de necessitate 
valatis. — Corp. Jar. Can. De Major, et abed. Tom. ii., p. 391. 
Paris, 1087. 

j Conatitationem ipaam, aacre pnesenti eoneilio approbante, 
itknoramas et approbamtts. — Cone. Obn. Labbe. Tom. xir. 
Ccoc. Later, t., aeas. xL 

. S Qoam Extravagantem renovarif et appioM*it Conciliam 
Lateraaenae sob Leone. X.—lIe\eh. Can. Le«. Thed. Ub. vi., 
e^. It. p. 310. Colen. 1606. 

11 Hao Bombciiu, coi aaaentiantar omnea, at nollaa 
imttpet, nisi qai disiidio ab eceleaia etddit— Baroia. anno 
lOiiS, aeet. xir., torn. xl. BomK.-16DB. 



tory, in which the Popes actually exerted the 
power of deposing princes, and releasing subjects 
from their allegiance, leave us in no donbt 
whatever regarding the real nature and extent 
of the authority which Boniface VIII., as we 
have seen, claimed as an article ef faith. It was 
impossible for Mr. Chandler to- avoid this 

flaring difiiculty ; and we were euriooB to see 
ow he would dispose of it. His own stategient 
is as follovrs : — 

" But I shall, of course, be ftsked whence the boldness of 
file assertion against Soman Catholics, and whence the 
readiness to believe the charges, if they are altogethw im- 
fonnded? Bas not the Pope exercised the power of de- 
posing monarchs, and thus of releasing subjects firom their 
allegiance?" * 

Notr for Mr. Chandler's reply, which has, at 
least, the merit of origitality. We give it in 
his own words : — 

" The Christjan princes conferred upon the Pope a 
power which previously lie had not attempted to exercise ; 
never, indeed, claimed to possess. The temporal power 
was conceded — was conferred by the Emperor and Christian 
piinces— diot to aggrandize the Bishop of Borne, bat to 
enable him to decide betwixt them in their various dis- 
putes." 

With all deference to Mr. Chandler, we must 
protest against this gross perversion of the plain 
fiicts of history. " The tempor^ power (of de- 
posing princes) was conferred by the Empefor 
and Christian princes uptm the Pope !" We ask, 
when was this done ? History is entirely silent. 
" Tho Pope never claimed to possess the temporal 
power !" Again we refer to the Extravagant of 
Boniface VIII. Positive assertions, such as 
those of Mr. Chandler, are of little avail, except 
with persons who are ready to believe without 
any proof or argument at all. 

Where was the " consent of the Emperor and 
Christian princes" when Hildebraad deposed the 
Emperor Henry IV. ? Or, if we want an ex- 
ample nearer our own times, let us read the 
preamble of the Bull of Excommunication which 
Pope Pius V. pronounced against Qaeen Eliisa- 
beth. It was as follows :— 

" He that reigneth on high, to whom is given all power 
in heaven and in earth, committed one Holy, Catholic, and 
Apostolic Church (oat of Which there is no salvation) to 
one only upon earth— namely, St. Peter, the prince c/the 
apoetlet, and to Feter'S successor, tbe Bishop of Rome, to 
be governed in fiilness of power. Him alone he made 
prince over all people and all kingdoms, to pluck up, con- 
sume, scatter, destroy, plant, and build up. 

" We do, omt of the fulness of our apostolic power, 
declare the aforesaid Elizabeth, being a heretic, and a 
favoorsr of heretics, and her adherents, to have incnrred 
the sentence of anathema, and to be cut off from the unity 
of the body of Christ And, moreover, we do declare her 
to be DEPRIVES o/ her pretended title to the kingdom 
afaretaid, and of .ajx noxiNloir, diffmHy, and privOege 
whattover.'"' 

Here we see that the Pope claims to derive his 
powerto deposea queen, notfrom any suf^sed eon- 
sent of Christian princes, but directly from God 
himself. He relies, like Boniface VIII., on the pas- 
sage from the Prophet Jeremiah, and he declares 
that his aets proceed " out of ihe fulness of our 

rstolic power." This Bullnf Pius V. effectually 
^Ktses of Mr. Chandler's ingenious theory, that 
the Pope, poor man, had the burden of this 
weighty responsibility thrust on him by the Empe- 
ror and others, for their own convenience and ad- 
vantage. Mr. Chandler must, certainly, bring for- 
ward much more cogent and subtle argaments, if 
he hopes effectually to subdue the deep-rooted hos- 
tility which his countrymen have conceived 
agamst the eneroachments of a foreign power. 

In fact) the dilemma to which a sincere and 
honest Roman Catholic is reduced is this — '* I 
believe the Pope to be infallible. Pope Bont- 
face VIII. and others have repeatedly claimed, 
as of apostolic and divine right, the power to de- 
pose princes, and they have repeatedly exercised 
this power. Either, therefore, I most beliete 
that Pope Pius IX. now possesses this povAr, or 

* Begnaoa is txeelaia, ftc— llwa. Bullar. Bsm. Tom. il., 
p. 324. Lnxemb. 1727. 



I most believe that Popes haw ermd % and, coa^ 
sequeutly, that they are not infallible." We Ufr 
no answer to this argument. 

Moreover, Roman Catholics universally ae- 
knowledge that the Pope's commands in spiritnid 
matters are to be obeyed. But who is to deeiilr 
what are spiritual and what^re temporal things? 
If Bellarmine's comparison be true, that the spi- 
ritual power is like the soul, and the temporal 
power like the body, it is plain that the influenee 
of the latter is reduced to very narrow limits 
indeed.* If the mind decides upon going ■ one 
way, and th» body aiwther, it is easy to foretsell 
in what direction the man will go. 

The spiritual power in the hands of the Ch(fr«^ 
of Rome pretends to rest upon a divine appoint- 
ment, which is subject to no accident, and eaa 
undergo no change nor diminution. It works by 
the most powerful considerations upon the con- 
sciences and affections of men ; it calls upon its 
subjects to obey upon pain of damnation : it pro- 
mises heaven and4hreatens hell: which upon some 
men have an infinite sway — upon all men a coib- 
siderable influence. The State can only gprant 
temporal rewards, or inflict temporal punishments ; 
but the priest can evoke the hopes and fears con- 
nected with a never-ending eternity. He has 
continual opportunities of conversing with men;, 
he can insinuate and suggest the obligation to 
obedience with the greatest advantage — in secresy, 
in the tenderest seasons, in the moments of 
greatest weakness, in the trying hour of disso- 
lution. Can we wonder, therefore, if mankind,, 
in all ages, have looked with distrust and aver- 
sion upon the inordinate powers which the 
Church of Rome claiiAs to exercise over the 
minds and consciences of free-bom, intelligent' 
men? 



SECANT CONTEOVBESr AT BOCXOGNE. 

(Continued from page 31.) 
Dr. M. — ^ITonr next testijuony is Irentms, and yoar 
ai^ument is, that as he says '^ to this Chorch, on accoimt 
of Its superior headship, all others uiost hirro ' r«<!on»«," 
therefore, the Church or Bishop of Rome must be infal- 
lible, and hare supreme jurisdiction over all other Churches, 
The words of Irenseus, and the purpose for which he used 
them, not only do not bear out your inference, but, more- 
over, directly oppose it. Iren^eua was, in the work book 
which yon quote, writing ag^nst heretics. One argoment 
which he tises against them la — the consent of Catholic 
and AposteUc Churches. All these, he says, agree in doc- 
trine. But since it would be irksome to enumerate all, 
he selects one as the type of such consent — the Church of 
Room. The reason fat this selection was quite clear. That 
Church was the only Western Church of known apostolic 
origin. It was founded, as Irensetis declares, by Peter 
and Panli and not, as your writers (contending for the 
pontiiieal inheritance of Peter's presumed privileges) say, 
by Peter alone. It was the Church whose faith, spoken of 
by the Apostle Paul, continued in its parity while IrenaaS 
wrote, as notorious as it was pure. It was the greatest 
city of the world. Hence this writer selects it, and he 
plainly could select no other Western Chorch, as the type 
of catholic consent, and proof of catholic doctrine amoag 
the Churches of the West. Now if^ as you assert, IrenssoS 
held the infallibility and jurisdiction of tho Boman Church, 
is it possible that he wcmld have passed by such a mean* 
of proving his case against heretics? His argument musV 
have been this— the Chorch of Rome is infallible; your 
doctrine opposes hers, therefore, Jfon are clearly convicted 
of error; or, she has sdpreme jdrisdiction ; you resist her, 
thenrfbre, yon are an enemy to the truth. Manifestly, if 
thk writer held the doctrine which yon make him to have 
held, he must, unless he had neither reason nor memory, 
have urged it in that case where it was just the fact which, 
if it existed, mask have decided the dispute. Not only' 
does Irentens not do this, bat he does use an avgoment b^ 
consitteiit with, the sapjiosition that he was acqaaiMMd 
with the doetiiAe you ascribe to him. Why does be give, 
as his reason for specializing one Church — the Roman — 
" that it wonM be irksome to enamerate aH 7" Why doeS 
he not say, as he mnst hare said, if be hdd, as yon assert^ 
your modem doctrine — " It is allowed, and not to be de"- 
niM, tiist the Church of Rome has aa aathority which 
can never err, and most never be resisted ; submit to her," 
tc His argumoat is not so. It is this— -all Catholic and 
Apostolic Churches agree in doctrine ; bence it is, as ii- 
.. - .. ■ . ■ 1 1 - ■ — 

• Est if^r ali* simiBtndo longe aptior in nebis iptis. U« 
cairn ae habent in hoQune apitltas et caro, ita se baboit i» 
ecclesia dnc ilte poteitates.— Bellarm. de Bom. Pont., lib. v., 
cap. vi., p. 849. Tom. i. Col. 1615. * 
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would be impossible to enamerate them all, snfficient to 
■eleet that one whose fiuth is as notorious as it is trae. 
All agree with this Chorch, for there is a catholic 
«oaseat of doctriae, and Rome is the type of this coa- 
gent ; therefore, you, heretics, oppose the truth in differ- 
ing from her. Nay, more, the argument used by Irenaeus 
enables us to determine what he did not mean — and this is 
all I want in order to refute your inference — by the words 
" superior headship." Whatever he meant by them, it is 
certain he did not mean to include, under the circum- 
stances which justified that title, either infallibility or 
lapienie jurisdiction, because, if he had, he never would 
have destroyed the strong argument which he might have 
foimded, and must have fotmded upon them, if they existed, 
by giving, as a reason ibr selecting the Chnrch of Borne, 
not this infallibility, not this jurisdiction over the whole 
Church, but the irksomeness of enumerating all Churches. 
The common accordancy of doctrine among all Churches is 
the fact upon which he bases his refutation of heretics. The 
fact upon which, if it existed, he must have based it, would, 
of necessity be the infallibility of the Boman Church. 
Particular qualifications, conveyed by the expression " su- 
perior headship,"* contain his reasons for selecting the 
Church of Borne as being, among Western Churches, the 
beet, and the admitted exponent of that faith. But among 
those qualifications indicated by that phrase, it is impossi- 
ble IreniBus can be understood to have included (what was, 
indeed, utterly unheard of in his age) either the infitUibi- 
lity or jurisdiction of that Church, because his argument 
then must have been — Borne is infallible, yield to her ; and 
not what it is — since it is irksome to enumerate all 
Churches, I select Kome ! You seem quite to have for- 
gotten that Irenseus does, on another occasion, let us into 
his views npon the matter of pontifical jurisdiction. Yon 
forgethis letter to Pope Victor, in which, though agreeing 
with him upon the matter in debate, he severely rebukes his 
unchristian arrogance in attemping to force his opinion on 
the Eastern bishops. 

A clear witness to the meaning of Irenaus, and against 
the Chnrch of Rome, is Tertullian, who uses exactly the 
same argument, and on the same occasion, with the Bishop 
of Lyons. He refutes heretics from the consent of the 
Catholic and A{>ostoiic Church, which consists of the 
several Churches in union with each other. He takes the 
leading Church of each country as the type.of such consent. 
Irenseus was a western bishop, and, therefore, selects Bome. 
The African's argument is wider, but just the same in 
principle. The Apostolic Churches echo the voice, and 
represent the dignity of their founders. " Is Achaia near 
you? You have Corinth. If you be not far from Mace- 
donia, yon have Philippi, you have Thessalonica. If yon 
go into Asia, you have Ephesus; but ijyoa be proximate lo 
Italy, you have Home." 

Can anything b« more clear than this argument V All 
churches agree in doctrine. It is tedious to enumerate 
them separately. Take, then, those founded 1^ Apostles 
as types of others— Corinth, Philippi, Thessalonica, 
£phesus, Bome. You can appeal, as you are nearer, 
to any of these ; the faith of all is one ; it came from 
their apostolic founders. Why does Tertullian mention 
Bome simply, as he mentions other apostolic Churches ? 
Why does he not say — " Appeal to Bome— she is infallible 
—she has supreme jurisdiction — she has the right to de- 
cide, and to require implicit obedience?" Why does ho 
use a weak argument?— for his, though intrinsically good, 
must be relatively weak, if he possessed a better, and one 
•which, if true, he could not have overlooked ? Why does 
he use the same argument as Irenseus? the com- 
mon consent of all churches, and not the infallibility and 
jurisdiction of one ? Simply because he could not use what 
neither he, nor any one of bis time had ever heard of. 
The doctrines were innovations of a subsequent period.] 

Your next authority is from the fourth oeutuiy. Optatus, 



• In order to show still more fnlly the weakness of th<i Koman 
Catholic argument, foumlud on the expression, '^ superior headship," 
it must be remembered tliat we do not know what Jrenaas rcilly said. 
TIlB original 13 not cx\a.\t. We Iwve only what the lioraan Cathoiic 
historian, Dupin, termi " a very barbarous version" of the worlc, from 
whence the passage under consideration has been taken. Until we 
know tile oriijinal. the Hrj^umf--ntof oar adversaries, such as it I9, rests on 
thefidelitywithwhicli tlie words, "propterpotentioremprincipalitatem,* 
of "a very barbarous vt-rsion" represent the original ; which maytiave 
been eitlier iitaviDTtpav TTpuTtiav, or ap^aiorqra, instead of 
wpUTfiav; neiilier expression would prove the Uonian Catholic claim. 
But, whatever may have been the ori;;injt], wehave, as it fairly appears, 
the reasons given by Irenfleus whicli induced him to apply the words 
l^potentiorem principaUtatcm" to ttli Cliurch. For lie apeuks of it as 
^msximai et antiquisaimae et omnibus cojnit^e, a ffloriosissimls 
anobns opo.-tolis, Petro et Paulo, Romas fundutae." Sloreover, when 
it said, " to this Chnrch every other must have recourse— that is, the 
faitliful in all countries'— it U to be observed on this translation. The 
word mutt is the translation of " necesse," wliich is not the translation 
■of the Greeii Oil this would liave required oportet. The original, if 
the Latin be correct, was, therefore, avayicq. Hence, Irensns did 
not mean to say there was a moral obligation on all other churches to 
confornilty with Rome. He clearly means to state the circumstance 
winch warranted him In making this Church the type of consent 
»mong cliurclles. " With this Church, on account of its more im- 
portant pre-eminence (the reasons for such pre-eminence having been 
JiMigned, without mention either of infallibUity or jurisdiction), all 
7~!'"^" "nst agree, of coarse." Still more slronRly against Roman 
wf ■ hT^iI'^ "'"' "'" '<""=l'"'''>lf "ords, wrongly translated thus— "In 
wBcnLBurch isprssetved the doctrine delivered by the Apostles." but 
^^' ■ tf,^"" preserved by believers from all places" (therefore, not 
-hf.VM 'J'"'*'> • ""■> Porhaps, as Gieseler more truly, because of 
■i»?r 1°- °™' ""'"dors It, " has been always preserved ,■« oKrapondfnci 
wita Denerers in all places." Thus we see how far Uensua is from 
•ojiiortiag tlie modero claims of the Komaa Churcli, 



of Milevis, who says—" You cannot deny that St. Peter, 
the chief of the apostles, established an episcopal chair at 
Bome. This c-hftir was one that all might preserve unity 
by the union whictt they had with it ; so that whosoever 
sets up a chair against it, shoijU be a schismatic and an 
offender." 

I think it may safely be said, even of tnS strongest pas- 
sages which you bring, that they fall utterly short Of astab"' 
lishing what you are required to prove. How is it that 
you can never, and do never, bring forward an extract from 
any accredited early writer which plainly states your doc- 
trines. Take Optatus, though he is but a sorry witness. 
He wrote against the Donatists, whom he shows to be 
schismatics. Is it not striking, that he, too, shonld be 
silent upon the Infallibility and the jurisdiction of the 
Boman Church? How can you accoimt for the sys- 
matic silence of all the early writers on these doctrines, 
when writing upon the very subjects which must have 
necessitated their mention, if they were really allowed ? 
Heretics and schismatics were just the offenders to be 
answered and condemned by them. Yet, in no one in- 
stance can you produce the proof that they were so refuted. 
It is wonderful that you, who so continuously assert that 
all the Fathers held your doctrines, cannot adduce a single 
clear statement from any one among them to justify the 
assertion. You always make inferences, but never give 
plain, unmistakeable qnotations. You invent interpreta- 
tions, instead of translating passives. You create a sense, 
but do not discover it, which sense no one, who had not a 
purpose to serve, could ever find in the extracts you bring. 
Why does not Optatus say at once, if ho believed— -and he 
must so have believed if your inference from his words be 
correct — "The Chnrch of Bome is infallible; the Bishop 
of Bome has supreme authority over the whole Church of 
Christ.'' He docs not say these things I and why? Be- 
cause as, if be believed them, he must &ave said lueiii, SO 
his silence, with that of all other writers, proves that he 
did not believe what neither he nor they had ever 
heard of. His argument is this — "You, Donatists, 
claim to be the true Church. How can this be? 
There is union in the true Chnrch. This yon have 
broken therefore, you cannot be it. He particularizes 
Bome as evidence of such union. But what does be state 
to be the bond of union between it and other Churches ? 
Was it infallibility? Was it a co-acted submission to an 
irresistible jurisdiction? No such thing. He speaks of 
"Damasus (Bishop of Bome), now our colleague, by 
whose means all uie Churches of the world are united 
with us, keeping correspondence oy circular letters." A 
very just idea of union. There was commimion among 
other Christian Churches and that of Bome, through the 
Pontiff, by circular letters. Whoever broke such union 
was a schismatic. The Donatists set up tlicir own bishops 
(and, as we know, mside but little count of the Boman 
Pontiff), and, in so doing, proved themselves to be schis- 
matics. 

[Whatever opinion Optatus had, it cannot be worth 
much. The man who, among other strange sayings, 
founded a proof that Peter was head of the Apostles, upon 
the name Cephas, which, in his view, was derived from 
the Greek word xi^aXti (head), cannot be one whoso 
judgment is entitled to much respect. Such good cause 
is there for distinguishing between the opinions of some 
among the Fathers, and their depositions to facts. 

In Optatus, as earlier in Cypri.an, may be discovered 
the germ of the error of which the Papacy, in after- 
years, became the full development. That great error, 
which lays undue stress upon the objective or visible 
aspect of union ; first, to the disparagement and depres- 
sion, then to tlie extinction of union, through communion 
of doctrine, heart, correspondence, &c. This evil cul- 
minated in the Papacy. Augustine stands out as the 
strong opponent of this sad declension from Christian 
purity, ^ot directly, as the evil was not then apparent ; 
but indirectly, from his Christian view of the Christian 
Church. He deals, by anticipation, heavy blows against 
modem papacy. Take, for instance, his e.xplanation of 
the reason why Simon was called Peter. Bomanist 
writers, of course, now say it was by way of anticipation, 
referred to the Church subsequently to bo founded upon 
him as " the rock ;" but, according to this eminent man, 
because Peter was himself founded on Christ, " the rock" 
— and so, in other instances.] 

Your last witness is Jerome, who thus writes — " I am 
following no other than Christ, united to the communion of 
your Holiness — that is, to the Chair of Peter ; I know 
that the Church is founded upon that rock ; whoever 
ealeth the Lamb out of that house is a profane ntan ; 
whoever is not in the ark shall perish by the flood.'' 

Kow, take this passage as it stands. What does it 
prove? Infallibility, or supreme jurisdiction over the 
whole Church ? Nothing of the sort. It proves simply, 
in Jerome's view, strongly attached as he was to Bome, 
the indispensability of union with the Church of Bome, as 
then constituted, as then undcfiled by its subsequent per- 
versions and corruptions of that faith once held by this 
Church in its purity. Many early writers held very de- 
cided opinions on the necessity of nnion among all 
Christian Churches, which their contests with schism in- 
creased. Bome naturally stood out among western 
Churches as the symbol and centre of such union. But 
what you never attempt to prove is just what you are 
called on to prove, and that is, that these fvriters agree 



,in asserting that the reason why the Chnrch of"Kome 
becomes thos specialized is, because she alone was in&]« 
lible, or because her Pontiff alone had a supremacy of 
power over all other Churches. Other reasons are given, 
but these, which are what yon undertook to show, never. 

Ton t£^e certain extracts, and fort;^ (^^ meaning whid^ 
SOU want tipoJi them. I^othing can be more easythfla 
to show, by extracts from the same writers, that ihJ^ 
did not hold iha opinions you ascribe to them. 

In point of fact, it would be quite easy, by prodaciil(f 
other extracts from the same writers, to. neutraBza 
completely any passages you produce, even allowing 
your own interpretation of them. If these writers means 
anything like what you assert they did, because of tha 
passages you produce, they must be men so unstabla 
in judgment, and so uncertain in expression, as wholly 
to destroy their value as testimony ; because in other 
passages, they make it very clear that they held no 
such views. But if these doctrines were of the notoriety 
and universality you claim for them, they would have 
been stated without ambiguity or exception. 

You assert your peculiar doctrines to hare been held 
by all writers. Nothing less than universal consent will, 
because you have asserted such, prove your case. Hence 
you leave us an easy task, to overthrow the claims by 
producing an bpposing witness. Any one of credit will 
snf&ce, since you assert an universal consent in your 
favour, to upset your case. 

I take, for instance, St. Ambrose, what are his words ? 
" Peter exercised a primacy of confession, not of honour ; 
a primacy of faith, not of order." You assert the direct 
reverse of this in your modern doctrine of pontifical 
supremacy. 

Mr. Gretton subsequently replied, I prsfiir giving 
his answer in the words of the account published 
w niv opponents. " On referring to the passage from 
St. Ambrose, quoted by the jjr., his real words were 
found to be, that, on being interrogated by Christ, Peter 
exercised (egif) a primacy of confession and of faith, not 
of honour and order, which he bad hot yet received." 

Dr. M From what edition of Ambrose are you 

quoting ? The last words are an interpolation. 

[The reader will perceive that St. Ambrose makes 
completely against the Boman Catholic claim, if tlie 
last words be not genuine. Now, in order to show how the 
writings of Ambrose have been dealt with, I shall first 
adduce the testimony of the Boman Catholic historian, 
Dupin. I shall then give the genuine passage as given 
by the celebrated Boman Catholic autliorities, the Bene- 
dictine editors of the writings of the Fathers. 

First, with respect to the liberties taken with Am- 
brose, Dupin thus speaks — "The works of St. Am- 
brose, above all the other Fathers, have been most cor< 
rupted in the ordinary editions. The Roman edition, 
from which those that followed after were made, in- 
stead of restoring the text of this Father, hath rendered 
it more faulty in many places, by the liberty which tha 
supervisors of that edition took, of making alterations 
in it of their own authority. In this edition the works 
were in great confusion, without order and without dis- 
tinction of what was genuine, and what was super- 
stitious, &c." — Eccl. His. Ti., art. St. Ambrose. Now — 
in order to show tbatthe words—" which he had not yet 
received," upon which the Boman Catholic claim rests, 
and without which it is expressly denied by Ambrose, 
are one of " the corruptions," we have only to consult the 
Benedictine edition, where they are omitted as being 
spurious. The passage is as follows — "(Petrus) ubi 
audivit: vos autem quid me dicitis? Statim loci noa 
immeinor sui primatum egit : priraatum confessionis 
utique oon honoris, primatum fidei non ordinis." — De 
Incarn., cap. iv. 

Thus it appears that the words, " which he had not 
yet received," have been fraudulently added to the state- 
ment of Ambrose, which, without these words, directly 
oppose the Boman Catholic claims of primacy for Peter.] 

Again, it is so notorious that the title or power of 
universal bishop was not allowed to the Boman Pon- 
tiff, that the first person who assumed it was a Bishop 
of Constantinople, not of Kome. The Boman PontilT, 
Gregory, wrote to the Emperor, tirging upon him to 
suppress this assumption, and declaring it, among otbec 
objections, to savour of the spirit of Antichrist. 

Mr. Gretton gave the following answer. I quote from 
the " Besums" :— " In the context of the letter, St. 
Gregory explains his meaning by these very words 
addresied to John, ' having despised thy brethren thca 
desirest to be the sole bishop in existence,' and in this 
sense he adds that such a title would be blasphemy, 
as it would subvert the whole divine right or epis- 
cop«w:y." 

Dr. M Gregory objects against the assumption of 

the title, because it did convey such arrogant preten- 
sion, as to subvert the right of episcopacy. The claim, 
he says, did that. But it was not, as you say, that he 
only objected against the assumption of the title by » 
Bishop of Constantinople, for he adds, no Bishop of 
Rome had ever taken it, and ought not to do so. Tha 
title of universal bishop had been offered to Pope Leo, 
and he refused it, " lest by giving something peculiar to 
one bishop only, they should take away the rights 
which belong to all bishops." 

(Tg M contianeU 



